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Evaluation of Yield and Flavor of Slicing Tomatoes
Lewis W. Jett1 West Virginia University, G215 Agriculture Science Building, Morgantown, 
WV 26506 Lewis.Jett@mail.WVU.edu
Tomatoes are primarily direct marketed in West Virginia.  Consumers are increasingly conscious
of variables such as flavor and appearance.  Thus, the objective of this research was to evaluate
relatively new slicing tomato cultivars for yield and flavor.
Materials and Methods
Twelve tomato cultivars were evaluated at the WVU Kearneysville Research Farm in the Eastern 
Panhandle of West Virginia (Figure 1). The soil had a base pH of 7.2.  Prior to planting, 100 lbs. 
of N, P2O5 and K2O/acre were applied to the test plot area.  Tomato cultivars were seeded in 50-
cell Pro trays filled with soilless media and transplanted as 6-week-old transplants on white
plastic mulch on July 8, 2017. Each plant was spaced 24 inches apart within the row with rows 5 
feet apart.  The cultivars were arranged in a randomized complete block design with 4 plants per 
replication and 4 replications per cultivar. The plants were pruned to 2 stems per plant and 
subsequently trellised using the stake and weave method.  Supplemental N and K was fertigated 
to the plants beginning 4 weeks after transplanting (8 lbs. N/acre) and each week thereafter.  
Standard pest management recommendations were followed. Beginning in early September, the
plots were harvested weekly, and graded into No.1, No. 2 and Canner grade categories.  Brix and 
subjective flavor were evaluated at mid-harvest season by a hand-held brix meter and
subjectively evaluated by attendees of a tomato twilight meeting.
. 
Figure 1. Tomato cultivars were evaluated for yield, flavor and overall appearance in 2017.















    












          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
       
       
 
        
         
 
 




‘Brandy Boy’, ‘Red Deuce’, and ‘BHN 589’ were the highest yielding cultivars evaluated (Table
1). ‘Brandy Boy’ is a pink/red beefsteak-type hybrid cross between ‘Brandywine and ‘Better 
Boy’ tomato. ‘Brandy Boy’ is relatively soft, but has good fruit quality and yield.  This variety 
was ranked very high for flavor and overall appearance (Table 2).  ‘Red Deuce’ had acceptable
flavor and appearance and produced a very high yield of firm, uniform tomatoes.  ‘BHN 1021’ 
exhibited high marketable yields with better flavor than ‘BHN 589’ but did not differ in overall
appearance.  The indeterminate varieties examined included ‘Big Dena’, ‘Big Beef’, ‘Mt. Merit’,
and ‘WV63’. ‘Big Dena’ is better suited to greenhouse or high tunnel production whereas ‘Big 
Beef’ and Mt. Merit’ out-yielded the other indeterminate cultivars.  ‘Mt. Merit’ had slightly 
better overall appearance but did not differ in flavor from the other indeterminate cultivars. 
‘WV63’ had very good flavor but yield per plant was relatively low.  ‘Skyway 687’ had 
acceptable yield but did not score very high for flavor. 
Growers should select tomato cultivars which have above average flavor with high marketable
yields and uniformity. The results of this study have identified five tomato cultivars with high 
flavor, yield and quality. 
Table 1. Marketable yield of slicing tomatoes-2017












BHN 589 6.7 9.3 2.9 3.7 2618 77
BHN 871 5.3 8.9 1.9 3.8 1962 77
BHN 1021 6.3 8.5 2.3 4.3 2385 78
BHN 964 5.3 8.1 2.0 4.2 1989 72
Big Beef 6.0 9.8 3.2 6.4 2507 78
Big Dena 6.3 7.9 1.6 2.5 2153 76
Brandy Boy 7.6 8.3 3.4 3.5 2998 81
Celebrity 5.8 9.4 2.1 4.4 2153 81
Mt. Merit 6.7 10.7 2.9 6.6 2616 79
Red Deuce 8.5 11.0 1.9 3.7 2834 75
Skyway 
687
5.3 7.5 1.6 2.9 1880 76
WV63 3.3 9.8 2.2 5.6 1499 81
Standard 
error
0.7 1.1 0.3 0.6 254 1.3
z20 lb box
     
 
 
   
 
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
       
Table 2. Quality parameters of slicing tomatoes.




BHN 589 75 3.0 4.5 4.0
BHN 871 74 2.8 4.3 3.7
BHN 1021 76 3.5 4.7 3.9
BHN 964 75 3.0 3.7 3.4
Big Beef 75 3.2 3.1 3.5
Big Dena 77 2.9 4.6 3.1
Brandy Boy 78 3.9 5.3 4.5
Celebrity 72 2.4 3.2 3.2
Mt. Merit 75 3.2 4.6 3.6
Red Deuce 71 3.2 3.7 3.6
Skyway 687 78 2.9 3.1 4.0
WV63 78 3.9 4.6 3.0
Standard error 0.1 - 0.2
zyScale 1-5; 1=poor quality or flavor; 5=excellent quality and flavor.
